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REMARKS 

This is intended as a full and complete response to the Office Action dated April 
13, 2007, having a shortened statutory period for response set to expire on July 13, 
2007. Please reconsider the claims pending in the application for reasons discussed 
below. 

Claims 2, 5, 6, 8-10, 12,and 33-55 remain pending after entry of this response 
and are shown above. Claims 2, 5, 6, 8-10, 12, and 33-52 stand rejected by the 
Examiner. Reconsideration of the pending claims is requested for reasons presented 
below. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claim 2, 5, 6-10, 12, 33-39, and 50-52 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Pietras in view of Neilon (US 3,795,326 A). The Examiner 
states that it "would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Pietras with the gripper of Neilon in order to constrain the tubular." Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 

There is no motivation to modify Pietras with the gripper of Neilson. The Pietras 
reference discloses an apparatus for delivering a tubular to a wellbore. The apparatus 
includes a pipe tray 4 and a stabbing lever 13 pivotally coupled to an end of the pipe 
tray 4. The pipe tray 4 delivers a tubular to the well center where it is lifted by the 
elevator 6. The elevator 6 lifts one end of the tubular. The stabbing arm 13 aligns the 
other end of the tubular with a borehole. Neilson on the other hand discloses two 
separate trucks 22 and 34 for moving along two separate tracks 20 and 14. Each truck 
includes a gripping means 30 and 36. Each of the gripping means 30 and 36 grips the 
tubular in a horizontal position and continue to grip the tubular until the tubular is the 
vertical position. The vertical tubular is then connected to the elevator and released 
from the gripping means 30 and 36. The trucks (22 and 34) and gripping means (30 
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and 36) replace the need for a pipe tray. Therefore, one would not look to combine the 
gripping means in Neilson with the pipe tray in Pietras. 

Further, as stated by the Examiner, "Pietras fails to disclose the two armed 
gripper." The Examiner goes on to state that "Pietras does not describe in detail the 
construction of member (13) and therefore fails to teach arms which pivot relative to the 
body." Neilon does not disclose two arms movable in two or more planes relative to the 
body. Neilon discloses a locking arm 122 and a plate 116. The locking arm 122 pivots 
relative to the plate 1 16 to release the tubular. The plate 116 does not pivot to release 
the tubular. The plate 116 is not movable in two planes relative to the body. Claim 2 
requires both arms to be movable in two or more planes relative to the body. Therefore, 
the references, neither alone nor in combination, teach, show, or suggest each of the at 
least two arms are movable in two or more planes relative to the body as recited in 
claims 2, 5, 6, 8-10, 12, 33-39, and 53-55. Thus, Applicant believes that claims 2, 5, 6, 
8-10, 12, 33-39, and 53-55 are in condition for allowance. 

Claims 40-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pietras in view of Burns (US 5,609,457). The Examiner states "Pietras does not 
describe in detail the construction of member (13) and therefore fails to teach arms 
which pivot relative to the body. Burns teaches providing a tubular engaging member 
(Fig. 5) having arms 53 which pivot relative to the body (25)." Applicant respectfully 
traverses this rejection. 

The arms in the Burns reference pivot in only one plane relative to the body. 
Therefore, the combination of Pietras in view of Burns at most provides an arm that 
pivots in one plane relative to the body and not two planes. For example, the Burns 
reference discloses moveable arms 53 which couple to the head assembly 25. The 
arms 53 are pivotable relative to the head assembly 25 in only one plane. The arms 53 
pivot about a vertical pivot pin 56 relative to the head assembly 25 between an open 
and closed position. The arms 53 do not pivot in a second plane relative to the head 
assembly 25. Therefore, neither reference discloses actuating the one or more arms to 
pivot the arms in a second plane relative to the body to release the tubular as recited in 
claims 40-46. Thus, Applicant believes that claims 40-46 are in condition for allowance. 
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Further, there is no motivation to combine the Pietras with the Burns reference. 
The Pietras reference discloses an apparatus for delivering a tubular to a wellbore. The 
apparatus includes a pipe tray 4 and a stabbing lever 13 pivotally coupled to an end of 
the pipe tray 4. The Burns reference discloses a pipe alignment apparatus for use on a 
wellhead derrick. The Burns reference is configured to align a pipe that is already in a 
vertical position with another pipe in the wellbore. One would not look to an alignment 
tool coupled to a stationary derrick in order to combine it with a stabbing lever coupled 
to a moveable pipe tray. Thus, Applicant believes that claims 40-46 are in condition for 
allowance. 



New claims 53-55 have been added. No new matter has been added. Claims 
53-55 depend from claim 2. As stated above, Applicant believes that claim 2 is in 
condition for allowance and therefore, claims 53-55 are also in condition for allowance. 



The references cited by the Examiner, alone or in combination, do not teach, 
show, or suggest the invention as claimed. Having addressed all issues set out in the 
office action, Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for 
allowance and respectfully request that the claims be allowed. 



New Claims 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 




Kenyon Y. Ripple 
Registration No. 55,769 
Patterson & Sheridan, L.L.P. 
3040 Post Oak Blvd. Suite 1500 
Houston, TX 77056 
Telephone: (713)623-4844 
Facsimile: (713)623-4846 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
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